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THE DAIRY SUBSIDY 
PASS FARMERS SEE IT 


An analysis of the views of farmers in tha Corn Bolt 


and in the Great Lakes and Northeast dairy arcag 


sO ADMINISTRATIVE USE GNLY 


e 


THIS REPORT is based on farmers’ viewr of the dairy subsidy 
which were gsthered in.two surveys. 


In the first of these surveys, conducted ia the Gorn Belt 
between July 15 and Aveust 15, 1944, a cross-section of Corn 
pines farmers who produce hogs, eggs, milk, or cream for 
marlet were interviewed to ascertain their views “on War Food 
Administration programs dealing with these commodities and 
also with corn. Of the 3CO farmers in that survey, the 213 


who sell milk or cream are represented in this report. 


The second survey was conducted in the dairy sections of ths 
Great Lakes states and the Northeast (New sngland and the 
middle Atlantic etates) between August 14 and September 14; 

a cross-section of farmers who produce e¢es, milk. or crean 
for market were interviewed on questions relating to War 

Food Administration programs dealing specifically with shese 
three commodities. The Great Lakes croet=section congisted 

of 295 farmers, of whom 291 sell milk or creams the Northeest 
cross-section consisted of 300; of whom aus sell milk or ezeam. 


These surveys have been separately Be ee in reports issued 
in October (Study Nos. 102 and 105). ‘The present report, 
which analyzee in greeter detail tne questions relating to 
the dairy subsidy, is designed to throw-light on why sone 
farmers whe market milk or cream approve of the subsidy while 
cther farmers in the same locality disapprove of it. This 
information should prove helpful in the future when the dairy 
subsidy program is being revised or when vrograms are being 
developed to deal with other agricultural commodities. 
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“I. A Gomparisoa of the Frevailing Attitudes 


-*4n Three Milk-Producing areas 


{22S REPORT brines together certain of the date collected in two re-. 
nk surveys, ong in the Corn Belt and another in the Great Lakes and 
ertheast dairy areas.*. in these three areas the major vart of the 
tion's milk ang eream ‘-s produced. But the importance toa indivi- 
‘vel farmers of their dairy enterprises, even among those who operate 
farms Classea as dairy farms, varies from region to region, increasing 
from wast to east (see Annendix, Table 6). 
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The average size of the dairy herd incréases as one goes from the 
Corn Belt through the Great Lakes states into the Northeast section 
ot the country. At the same time, there is a corresvonding increase 
in the extent to which fermers depend unen purchased rether than 
home-produced feed for their dairy herde, Great Lakes farmers are 
more likely to maintain their herds on purchased feed than Corn Belt 
farmers, and farmers in the Northeast are more dspendent upon pur 
ehasec feed than these in either of the other regions. 


SS 


Thus, from west to east the income from dairy sales becomes increa- 
singly important, not only from the point of view of the farmer's 
making a living tut also for maintaining dairy oroduction. 

Farmers in ths Northeast 

are most discontented 


ot nme  hemnhtecunteeiiedl 


with the dairy subsidy program 


Disaporoval of the dairy eubesidy program increases as one goes from 
the Corn Belt throush the Great Lakes dairy area inte the Nertheast, 
the reyion in which farmers with dairy enterprises are moet dependent 
upon them economically. 


in the Cora Belt about heif the farmers with deiry enterprises approve 


*yhat Corn Belt Farmers Think of War Food Programs, Study 10°, October 
2, 1944; and what Farmers in the Dairy Area Think of war Food Programs, 
Study 105, October 14, 194k, 
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of the subsidy, and a third disapprove. In the Northeast, the s 
ation is reversed; more than half the farmers disansrove or the 
subsidy, while only one-fourth approve. 

Attitules Toward the idea of Dairy Payments? 


Corn crea’ North= 


Proportion of farmers who? Belt Lekea _east 

Approve 50% 35% 23% 
Approve with qualifications 3 aay! 16 
Disapprove 3t 42 oo 
Don't know or are uncertain 4 ms, 5 

Attitudes not ascertained 0 1 awe 

| Loos 100% 160% 

N= 213 291 aus, 
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Similarly, the proportion of farmers who are dissatisvied with milk 
ang cream orices increases from west to east. 
° 


Attitudes Toward "Present" Milk or Oream Pricea** 


Gorn reat North- 
Proportion.of farmers whos _ Belt sakes eaat 
iia 
Think them toc high —, oles var 
Think them about right 76% 58% 35% 
Thirk them too low wash 35 03 
Don't know L i L 
Attitudes not ascertained e shee & 
= prcmeeeey, 


Ne 213 eg. lis 


it should be noted that the question upon which the table in besed 

dealt with "the present price including dairy payments," and that 
farmers! anewers therefore probably reflect rot only their aninions of 
the price but also their attitudes toward the sugsidy. This is evidenced 
*This table is based on answers to the question "What do you think. of 
the idea of dairy payments?! 

**This table is based on ans.ers to the question "What do you think of 
the present milk (cream) price including dairy payments - is it about 
rieht, too high, cr too low?" 

***Less than one-half of one percent. 


or 


that one-third to one-half of the farmers in each area 
wha orove of the dairy subsidy give as their resson thet they 
would prafer to see the market price of milk raised (see Appentix, 
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fhe idea that a rise in the prices consumers pey for dairy products 
would not be dangerous also becomes more widespresd as one goes from 
vest to sast. Thos, akecticism and disconteat are most pronounced 
emong Northeastesu farmers ‘even regarding that aspect of the dairy- 
subsidy program het is ef interest primarily to the consumer, 


Attitudes Toward Inerease in Consumer Milk and Butter Prices* 


Cari iF eA 4 BOL UG 
Pronortion of farmers who: Belt Lakes east 
Erongrt.on of Sarmers whos | el. _LE6% 

See no danger in increasing price ath 53% Cis 
See dancer in increasing price 38 34 32 
Don't know 5 7 3 
Attitudes not’ ascertained £10) eS 5 
L00% CO%e 1007 

a 213 292 ous 


Agacelated with thie mors marked willingness in the Northeast to ese 

an increase in consumer prices is a skepticism regarding the Government 's 
purpose in creating the eubaldy program. Twenty-seven percent of the 
Northeast farmers, as compared with about ten percent in sech of the 
ether two areas (see Appendix, Table 4), say that the program was 
instituted far political reasons, such as to placate labor unions or 

46 provide jobs for the iccal people who distridute ths subsidy checks. 


Although the mest widesoread disapproval of the dairy subsidy exists 

in the Nerthsast, vhere there is the least belief that consumers need 
-protection from rising prices, a greater proportion of the farmers in 
that axree than in either of ths other two find themselves in the poaltion 
of being dependent on the subeidy payments for maintenance of milk 
production. Half the Northeast farmers, as compared with a little more 
than a quarter of those in either the Corn Belt or the Great Lakes 
region, say that if the payments were stopped and the market price 

held ot the present level they would be forcecé to decrease production. 


- 


“This teble ie based on anewers to the question "would you see any 
danger in letting the price of milk and butter to the consumers go up" 
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Farmers! Expectations Regarding Their Ability 
To Maintain Milk Production if Snbsidy Were Discontinucd 
and Market Prices Were Held Constant’ 


Corn. Great North- 
Proportion of farmers whoi _ Belt Lakes _ east. 
Would not change production aay 4 59% . hig 
Would decrease production _ 28 29 50 
Would increase production aes 2 ag 
Don't know 4 2 2 
Attitudes not ascertained Phe? eld pen) 5 
LOO% 00% 100% 
tox 21.3 291 lis 


if, A Comparison detwesn Harmere “ho Approeys and 
Those Who Disapprove of ths Sudsicy, with Respect te 
Their Attitudes on Related .westions 


In the Northeast, where there is the greatest dissvproval ef the sub 
sidy, there is also the most widespread dissati See with vrices 

and the most widespread skepticism regarding the need for keeping dairy 
prices down for coneumers. Is it also true that individ er farmers, 
irregpective of region, who disappreve of the subsidy will more oftex 
display this dissatisfaction and skepticiam on the reiated auvestione 


than farmere who approve of the subsidy? 


cd 


The question is of interest because, if dissatisfaction with prices 
and with the pelicy of protecting consumers against orice rises is 
everywhere uniformly creater among those who disaprrove of the subsidy 
than among thoee who approve, it would appear that one of the most 
important factors in this dissatisfaction 1s e lack of acceptance of 
the pnurnose or importance of the subsidy program. This being the case, 
euch Cissatisfaction could in large measure be overcome by education 
concerning the inflation problem and the role of the dairy subsidy in 
inflation contrel. 


. 


*This table ie based on answers to the question "If they cus out these 
payments would you cut down on your milk precuction or keep it the wey 
it is now?# 

*®Less than one percent, 


% 


On the other hand, if even among those who approve of the subsidy, 
and among those who disapprove of it, the *west-to-east" trend re- 
maine in evidence, then it would anpear that st these points the tas 
of maxing the program acceptabdie centers about regional differences in 
physical, economic, or social factors thet must be considered in 
formulating programs. 


fhe sample cf farmers in each arse is therefors here divided to rerre- 
Sent three groups: those who approve of the subsidy, those who dis- 
approve of it, and these who either gave no opinion or gualified their 
opinions. The responses given by the farmers in the first group to all 
ouestions related to the subsidy program are compared with the re- 
aponses of the second group. . 


In ail three areas, farmers who disapprove 


of the subsidy are more lixely than those who approve 
$o be dissatisfied with present dairy prices. 


In each of the three areas, farmers who disanprove of the aubsidy are 
less inclined than those who approve to feel that the price they receive 
for milk or cream is high enough (see Arpendix, Table 2).. As indi- 
cated earlier (on page 2), it is possible that in expressing their 
opinions of milk or cream prices farmers were also expressing their 
cpinions of the subsidy. If this is ec, further efforts te inform the 
farmer of the relationship between the subsidy and the market price of 
milk might be effective in overcoming or reducing the diseatisfactio 
with milx prices. But even if their answers indicate only their 
feslings about what they are getting for their dairy producte, without 
regerd to the fact that these returns are partly in the form of subsidy 
payments, educational campaigns explaining the reasons why milk prices 
ara not permitted to go higher could undoubtedly accomplish much toward 
reducing dissatisfaction among these farmers. 


But in the Northeast there is 
considerable dissatisfaction with milk per 
even emong those who apsrove of the subsidy idea 


At the sawe time, there is much more pronounced dissatisfaction vith 
price in the Kortheart eysn among those whe say they approve of the 
subsidy than in the aporoving groups in the other two regions, and 
more such diss:.tisfaction ameng anudsidy-agprovera in the Grest Lakes 
area than in the comparable Gorn Belt group. This vest-to-east trend 
is eouslly marked among those who disapprove cf the subsidy. Thus: 


Among those who aporove Among those who disa>prove 


f the subsidy: of the subsidy: 
14@ in the Corn Belt «33% in the Corn Belt 
25% in the Great Lakes area 46% in the Great Lakes area 
51% in the Northeast 68% in the Northeast 
are dissatisfied with prices. are dissatisfied with prices. 


these regional differences are probably the direct result of farmers! 
increasing dependence, from west to east, upon income from dairy sales. 
Such a factor probably cannot be counteracted solely by educational 
efferts. Instead, it must be taken into consideration in program 
planning. | , 


Comparing spprovers and disapprovers of the subsidy idea 
on their attitudes toward the dangers of a price increase 


reveals no regional differences 


In each of the arsas, a significant majority of the-farmers who dis- 
approve of the subsidy indicate that se far as they can see there 
would be no 111 effects if the consumer price of dairy products were 
permitted to rise. In every area, the farmers who approve of the 
subsidy are somewhat less likely to take this position. ~ 


The west-to-east trend that appears among both the subsidy-avprovers 
and the subsidy-disapprovers when they indicate their attitudes toward 
present dairy prices does not appear when they discuss the dangers of 
& price increase. In every area about three-fifths of those who dis- 
approve of the subsidy, as compared with about two-fifths of those 

who edacgi Say they see no danger in a price increase (see Arpendix, 
Table 3). 


Since this difference between disapprovers and approvers is fairly 
uniform in the taree areas, it appears that the main tas is an edu- 
cational one, Thies conclusion is further borne out by the fact that 
in every area about a third of the farmers who acknowledge that it 
would be dangerous to let dairy prices rise sea only the danger tec 
their markets - that is, they are afraid that a price rise might re- 
sult in decreasing the demand for dairy products. 


Most of the farmers who say they see no Ganger in permitting dairy 
prices to rise argue that consumers can afford higher prices. A need 
is thus revealed for informational campaigns stressing that the 
economy of the naticn cannot afferd to have consumers yavinge higher 
prices. 
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"Disapprovers" in the Northeast are more likely 


than < disapprovers i. in the other two areas 
to. charge that that the | 5 suosidy is is a political schene 


When discussing the purposes of the dairy subsidy program, = larger 
proportion of the farmers whe approve of it than of those who dis- 
approve mention that it was begun as an ald in keeping consumer 
prices down. The vroportions-of each grous whe nase this purpose 
are fairly uniform for all three ereas. 


Other purposes frequently mentioned are the maintenance or increase 
of milk production, and helping the farmer. Farmers who disapprove 
of the subsidy are about as lixely as those who aporceve to be aware 
of these purposes, and there are no significant regional differences 
in the freovency with thich they are menticned, 


In all three areas, only a very small proportion of these who aporove 
ef the subsidy make the statement that it is a "political" measure, 
wherees an apvreciable proportion of those who disap rcve of it make 
this charge. It is notable, however, that those in the Corn Belt and 
the Great Lakes region who disarprove of the sudsidy are less lixely 
ta make the charge than are the disa:prcevers in the Northeast. 


Of those vbo disapprove of the subsidy, 


25 parcent in the Gorn Bslt, 
20 percent in the Greet Lakes region, and 
LO percent in the Northeast 


regard the subsidy as a political scheme designed to 
get votes or create government jobs. 


Again, the need for an informational campaign appears, to acquaint 

farmers more therovghly with tha anti-inflationary purposes of the 

ds.iry subsidy program. Since farmers in tha Northeast sre evidently 

more sudscet than these in the other tro araess te influencas the 

tend 40 create negative attitudes toward such a prograi as the dairy 

eet these influences may have to be considered in pianning such 
Bar paliens. 


Northeast farmers who disaprrove of the subsidy 


ye a 


are the likeilest of all groups to say + , they would 


a ee Si dp. stdiinincappsctarilie 


cus “production a? tt “the | “suosidy were discontinuad 
and “dairy ‘prices hela “at. “present levels 


Ns na a eT a Ee NE 


During the survey, the farmers were asted, “If they cut ont these 
(dairy subsidy) payments and kept the market price the same, would you 
cut down on your miiy preduction cr keep it the way it ts now?" 
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As raported on page 4, haif the farmers in the Northeast, as compared 
with a little more than a quarter in each of the other two ereas, sald 
that in these circumstances they would have to reduce production. When 

we compare the answers of those in each area who approve of the subsidy 
with the enswors of those who disaprrove, we find that in the Great Jaxes 
and in the Corn Belt there is no significant difference in how the ap- 
provers and the disapcrovers divide on this question (wee Aprendiz, 


Table 5). 


In the Northeast, however, while those who apnrove of the sndsidy 
divide fairly evenly on whether or not they would reduce production 
if the subsidy payments vere eliminated and the market price left un- 
changed, most of those who Gisapprave of the subsidy idea say they 
would decrease production in these circumstences. 


On this question, the west-to-east trend aprears among those who 
disaprrove of the subsidy. , 


Of those who disaporove of the subsidy, 


7i percent in the Gorn Belt, and 
59 percent in-the Great Lakes region, but only 
36 percent in the Northeast 


say they would not change production if the subsidy 
were discontinued and the market price were neld 
cons tant. 


7] 
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This reflects the greater dependence of Northeast farmers upon dairy 
income and upon purchased feed for the maintenance of dairy produc- 
tion, Whereas they do not live the subsidy, because they feel it 

ho ds down their income, they feel that without 1t and without a price 
rise they could not afford to festtheir cows. Again, this is evidence 
of a regional economic factor that requires consideration in program 
planning. | 
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Table 1. Farmers’ attitudes toward the idea of dairy payments” 


. sseeeenehantieietieamnemineenenns inetnanee action tatetiethdin itech ena iaiinanaenthh iemaietetin neieameanatiemateniee ten teeta tie ie ens ae ee 


Corn Great Rorth- 
Balt Lakes 2st 
Aporove of the idea of dairy: paynents 504 35% 23% 
No reason given Lage poe sy Sale 
Helps farmers (by paying for 
fead) bi 26 15 
Helps consumers & 1 iy 
Ineveases producticn “ad z 2 
Approve with qualifications 3 1] 16 
Disapyrove 37 he 55 
Wo reason given 3 4 e 
Would be wetter to anerease 
price 13 20 31 
Will increass taxes 16 19 26 
foo much bother or red tape 7 3 5 
Politicsi meaeurse 2 % 4 
Miscellansous reagons*** h, & 12 
Nen't know h 5 5 
Net ascertained 6 ; t 
100% 1004 100% 
N= 213 2egl es 


*fhis table ig based on answers to the ouestion "what do you think 

ef the idea of dairy paymenta?* 

**Percentages in these coluans aii to more than the eubdtctals because 
some farmers geve more than one reason for thelr attitudes. 
*e=ineiuding "Price is good enough withcut subsidy", “Middleman's 
profite should be cat instead", “foo much like relief", and "Heips 
big farmers more than small ones.” 
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sa atisfaction with milk ‘ Lt 
ng the Siybes subsidy) rel pes Pane 


ee eco 


See - 


Optaion of price® farmers ts oe 


Pe Re SR A es FE RE ee RE REE TE CALE SR ERD ATONE EL 


Corn Belt : ae ay 


Too high 
Sbout right 
Too low 
Don't mow 


Not ascertained 


Great Lakes 


Too high 
About right 
Too low 
Don't know 


Not ascertained 


Yortheast 
Too high - 
About right 
Too low 


Don'% know 


Not ascerte ined 


: 
| | 


z % ty i: mere, 
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*Basod on answers to the pueesicn "What a 
milk (cream) price including dairy payments - is it 


high, or too low?* E 2 aw 7 
**Based on auswers to the question ' what soy; ae of the idea 
dairy payments?" A 


mueLess then ons@-helf of Ong Pp 


fable 3. Farmers’ attitudes toward e rise in the consumer price 


of milk and butter rolated to their attitudes toward 
the dairy subsidy 


Fase certs 


ae ie yg, : Attitude 
AIL ; toward subsidy+s 


Attitude toward price rise* farmers 1 Approve Disapprove 
Corn Belt 
Ses no danger 47% 39% 60% 
See danger 38 45 29 
Den't know 5 8 L 
Not ascertea!.ed 190 8 iO 
co 100% 100% 100% 
N= 213 106 79 


Great Lakes 


Eee no danger 53% 40% 65% 
See danger 34 43 30 
Don't know 7 12 2 
Not ascortai::d G rc) $ 
| 100% 100% 100% 
N= 29 102 123 
Northeast 
See no danger 61% 45% 70% 
Ses danger $1 49 24 
Don't know 3 2 3 
Not ascertaine:: 5 & & 
100% 100% 200% 


N= 245 55 135 


*Based on answers to 5 > question "Would you see eny danger in 
letting the price of «ix and butter to the consumers go up?" 
**Pased on answers te 11.2 question "What do you think of ths idea 
of dairy paymantse?2" 


fabie 4. Farmers’ knowledge of the purposes of the apie subsidy 
related to their attitudes toward it 


A AT LSP NE BA OS A ARERR AEN 


$ Attitude 
ALL ‘ toward subsid 
Purpose of subsidy* a farmers : Approva Disapprove 
Corn Belt 
To ‘keep consumer prices down = 2 
inflation prevention . aes SY by Aaa 3aGnte © 
To maintain or increase production ral 24 : BaeD 
fo help farmers (to pay for feed) 15 18 9 
Political Li 2 25 
Don't know oi 25 is 
Not ascertained 6 1 10» 
Ne. 213 106 79 
Great Lakes 
To keep consumer. prices down = 
inflation prevention 3an"** 46%7"* s2%°"" 
To maintain or inoreass produotion 18 26 i5 
fo Help farmers (to pay for feed) 18 25 12 
Political 10 2 29 
Den't kriow 27 22 27 
Not ascertained 4 & 5 
N= 291 102 123 
Northeast 
To. ksep consumer prices down = 
inflation pravention E2%es" 56%7** 407%*** 
To wintain or incroase production 13 18 
fo help farmers (to pay for feed) 11 20 6 
Political 27 4 40 
Donit know |- _ 44 13 10 F 
ot ascortsainad 6 4 6 reg 


N= 245 55°" 82 $455 


ae 


«Based on answers to the question "Why do you think the Government 
is making these payments instead of letting the farm price go up?" 
*“*Based on answers to the question "What do you think of the idea 
of dairy payments?" 


»>*Percentazes add to more than 100 because some farmers gave more 
than one purpose for the subsidy program. 
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If subsidy were dis= t Attitude 
continued and price Ad t toward subsidyt* 
kopt the same: ye SS formers 3; Approve ‘ove _Disapprove 
a Corn Fait 
a ORD REED a 
Would net change production 65% 60% 71% 
Weuld decrease production 28 '35 23 
Would increase production page: 0 "0 
Don't know Po 2 4 
Not ascertained 5 3 2 
100% 100% 220% 
y= 213 106 79 


Greet Lakes 


ORE Ee BOR IEE 


Would not shange production 59% 57% 59% 
Would decrease production 29 87 25 
Yould increase vroduction 2 1 3 
Don't know 2 2 i 
Not sscertained ; 8 3 12 

100% 100% 100% 

N= ool 102 123 


. Northeast 


= 


fiould not change production 41% 52% 36% 
Yould dseroasa production 50 aa 53 
Would increase production 2 2 3 
Don?t know 2 2 2 
Not escertained 5 0 6 

100% 100% 100% 
Ne 280 eee 55 | 135 


= 


*Based on answers to question “If they cut out these payments and 
kept the market price the sams, would you cut down on your milk 
production or keep it the way it is now?" 

**Based on answers to question “What do you think of the idea of 
dsiry payments?" | 

***Less than one percent. 
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Table 6. The Smportante. of farmers' deiry enterprises geleteca co 
their attitudes toward the dairy subsidy 


EE Oa SORTER TOR RE Row A a 


LEADS AO OO 6 AS RE ET IN Re BS NI ln ORI Tuk RI NT 
Seas Attituds 

‘ALL: 1 toward subsidy 

Ma jor sources of income : former ‘ie Approve | Disapr rove 


ARON Rr RAEN TH CMM MLE 


Liat 
Dairy 26% ; 28% 27% 
Dairy and other 4 5 3 
Other a 68 64 So 
Not ascerteinsd oat 3 2 
100% 100% 100 
Number of cows milked 
(yesterday) 6.5 3.5 8.4 
N= 2138 106 79 
Great lakes 
Dairy | 11% BO% 77% 
Dairy and othor +AFann ‘g 7 
Other 14 10 as ae 
} Not ascertained 2 use | eae | 
100% 100% 100% 
Number. of cows milked . 
(yesterday) 11.2 11.5 10.8 
Ye: 291 102 i23:< 
Northeast Ti 
Dairy 88% 87% 87% °¢ 
Dairy and -other ; 4 i 6 
Other Oe Negieak 4 
Not ascertained ic, 2 2 


100% 100% 100% 
Number of cows milked 1 ee 
(yesterday) 1é.3 16.4 16.9 
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